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Dear Chief Judge Stoner: 

We have found it necessary to bring this application to your attention due to the 
following: 

A Reply Brief was filed on March 1, 1999. A communication was issued from the Patent 
Office on March 31, 1999 advising that the Brief had beeii received, entered and reviewed. 
When my office called to check on the status of this case in April, 2001, Examiner Geetha 
Bansal advised that she no longer had the file in her possession, and upon checking with the 
Board of Patei/t Appeals and Interferences, discovered that they did not have the file either. She 
then advised ipy office to check back in a couple of weeks. On May 9, 2001, Ms. Bansal 
returned another status call from my office to advise that the U.S.P.T.O. showed the file being 


moved in June, 2000, but no one seemed to know where it was moved to. She then advised that 
she would have the "docket people" check and get back to us. On May 30, 2001 my office, once 
again made a "status call" to Ms. Bansal At this time, Ms. Bansal advised us that the case is 
now at the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. Upon speaking with Craig Feinberg at 
the Board, he informed us that it will take approximately another three years before we should 
expect a decision. 

Considering that two years have elapsed since the Reply Brief was filed and the case was 
in condition for docketing before the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences, it is manifestly 
unfair to expect my client to wait another three years for action by the Board. 

We therefore respectfully request that the docket date before the Board be moved forward 
two years to offset the clear error of the Patent Office in losing the file for that period of time. 
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